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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including tlie fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application Is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on April 
27, 2006 has been entered. 

2. Claims 1 , 3, 6, 1 0, 1 3, 22, 24, 26, 29, 33, 36, 45 and 47 have been amended. 
Claims 2, 9, 21, 25, 32 and 44 have been canceled. Claims 1, 3-8, 10-20, 22-24, 
26-31 , 33-43 and 45-50 are pending. 

Ciaim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

4. Claims 1 , 3-8, 10-13, 18-20, 22-24, 26-31 , 33-36, 41-43 and 45-50 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lesaint et al (USPN 6,578,005), 
in view of Powell et al (US 2001/0049619). 

As per claim 1 , Lesaint et al disclose a method for scheduling splittable work 
orders to provide customers with requested service (scheduling of a split task. 
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column 14, lines 30-34) the method comprising: forming a list of appointment 
windows for days on which service may be performed (i.e., task appointed to a 
specific timeslot, column 21 , lines 36-40), identifying a request for service from a 
customer as being a splittable work order (i.e., if task could overrun an overtime 
limit, then task is only scheduled if it can be split, column 14, lines 30-34); assigning 
to the splittable work order a job duration (i.e., tasks having a duration greater than a 
predetermined value, column 12, lines 40-41) required to complete the order and a 
split time that is less than the job duration (i.e., task split with proportion of task 
completed before the end of overtime, column 14, lines 32-34); determining an 
appointment window on a first day during which a portion of the service to complete 
the work order may be scheduled, the appointment window being for the split time in 
duration (i.e., first part of the task is scheduled to be completed at the scheduled end 
of day, column 14, lines 34-36); and scheduling the splittable work order by 
assigning the work order to the determined appointment windows on the first day 
and subsequent day or days (i.e., pre-scheduler 30 schedules the split work order, 
column 14, lines 49-50). 

Lesaint et al does not explicitly disclose dividing a service area into a number of 
work areas, assigning a field service representative to each work area where each 
field service representative has an associated skill level, and assigning at least one 
skill level to each work area; assigning a window hierarchy to each work area where 
each window hierarchy corresponds to a set of appointment windows and 
associated with at least one skill level assigned to the work area, and determining at 


Application/Control Number: 09/825.296 Page 4 

Art Unit: 3623 

least one appointment window on a subsequent day or days during whicli the 
remainder of the service to complete the work order may be scheduled. 

Powell et al disclose dividing a service area into a number of work areas (i.e. 
geographical distribution of service orders by service order type, H 0042), assigning 
a field service representative to each work area where each field service 
representative has an associated skill level (i.e., threshold parameters including the 
geographical distribution of the service technicians and the technician's skill set, 
0054), assigning at least one skill level to each work area (i.e., geographic 
distribution of service requests includes at least one service technician, wherein the 
service technician has an associated skill set, ^ 0054). In addition, Powell et al 
disclose assigning a window hierarchy to each area where each window hierarchy 
corresponds to a set of appointment windows that are defined as a function of the 
associated skills (i.e., service provider considers bands 20 of time windows, based 
upon technician skill level, 1} 0041). Further, Powell et al discloses determining at 
least one appointment window on a subsequent day or days during which the 
remainder of the service to complete the work order may be scheduled (i.e., service 
provider provides the customer a set of days and time windows in which the service 
provider can optimally fulfill the order, If 0045). Both Lesaint et al and Powell et al 
are concerned with effective technician scheduling, therefore it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
include determining at least one appointment window on a subsequent day in 
Lesaint et al, as seen in Powell et al, thereby making the specified time window as 
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narrow and accurate as possible, tlius providing greater customer service (see 
Powell et al, H 0034). 

As per claims 3, 10, and 22, Lesaint et al disclose each window hierarchy 
comprises all day appointment windows (i.e., tasks with a commitment time of 5pm, 
column 17, lines 30-32), aggregate appointment windows (i.e.. task with 
appointment to be made in the period from 10:30am to 1pm, column 17, lines 16- 
17), and basic appointment windows (i.e., specified timeslot, column 21, lines 36- 
37). 

As per claim 4, Lesaint et al disclose determining whether a booking pattern (i.e., 
technician tour) is associated with the order (i.e., scheduling of tasks within the 
technician tour, column 10, lines 26-29) and determining appointment windows as a 
function of any associated booking patterns (i.e., pre-scheduler 30 positions next 
available time in each technician's tour, column 10, lines 33-37). 

As per claim 5, Lesaint et al disclose each booking pattern specifies particular 
days and times on such days during which service may be performed (i.e., 
technician tour, defining times tasks may be scheduled, column 10. lines 26-30). 

As per claim 6, Lesaint et al disclose a method for scheduling splittable work 
orders to provide customers with requested service (scheduling of a split task, 
column 14, lines 30-34), the method comprising: identifying a received request for 
service from a customer as being a splittable work order having a job duration 
required to complete the splittable work order and a split time that is less than the 
job duration (i.e., if task could overrun an overtime limit, then task is only scheduled 
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if it can be split, column 14, lines 30-34), requesting an appointment in a specific 
appointment window on a first day in response to the received customer request, the 
appointment window being for the split time (i.e., first part of the task is scheduled to 
be completed at the scheduled end of day, column 14, lines 34-36); validating the 
requested appointment against a number of scheduling constraints and against 
projected service resources for that window on the first day (i.e., limits are input into 
the pre-scheduler 30, including scheduled overtime, planned flextime, and other 
permitted variations, column 14, lines 24-28); scheduling the appointment in the 
specific appointment window on the first day when the validation indicates the 
appointment can be scheduled given the scheduling constraints and projected 
service resources (i.e., splittable task scheduled, with the proportion of the task that 
can be completed before the end of overtime, column 14, lines 30-34); scheduling 
the appointment in the specific appointment window on the subsequent day or days 
when the validation indicates the appointment can be scheduled given the 
scheduling constraints and projected service resources (i.e., pre-scheduler 30 
schedules the split work order, column 14, lines 49-50). 

Lesaint et al does not explicitly disclose dividing a service area into a number of 
work areas, assigning a field service representative to each work area where each 
field sen/ice representative has an associated skill level, assigning at least one skill 
level to each work area; assigning a window hierarchy to each work area where 
each window hierarchy corresponds to a set of appointment windows and 
associated with at least one skill level assigned to the work area, receiving customer 
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requests from customers desiring service; requesting an appointment in a specific 
appointment window on a subsequent day or days during which the remainder of the 
splittable work order may be scheduled; validating the requested appointment 
against the number of scheduling constraints and against projected service 
resources for that window on the subsequent day or days; and advising the 
customer of the scheduled appointment. 

Powell et al disclose dividing a service area into a number of work areas (i.e. 
geographical distribution of service orders by service order type, H 0042), assigning 
a field service representative to each work area where each field service 
representative has an associated skill level (i.e., threshold parameters including the 
geographical distribution of the service technicians and the technician's skill set, If 
0054), assigning at least one skill level to each work area (i.e., geographic 
distribution of service requests includes at least one service technician, wherein the 
service technician has an associated skill set, ^ 0054). In addition, Powell et al 
disclose assigning a window hierarchy to each area where each window hierarchy 
corresponds to a set of appointment windows that are defined as a function of the 
associated skills (i.e., service provider considers bands 20 of time windows, based 
upon technician skill level, If 0041). Further, Powell et al disclose receiving customer 
requests from customers desiring service (i.e., customer contacts the service 
provider, H 0034); requesting an appointment in a specific appointment window on a 
subsequent day or days during which the remainder of the work order may be 
scheduled (i.e., customer may request a specific time, ^ 0034); validating the 
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requested appointment against the number of scheduling constraints and against 
projected service resources for that window on the subsequent day or days (i.e., 
scheduling constraints including required skills and geographic boundaries, % 0036); 
and advising the customer of the scheduled appointment (i.e., service provider 
allocates time windows, ^ 0035). Both Lesaint et al and Powell et a! are concerned 
with effective technician scheduling, therefore it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include 
receiving customer requests; requesting an appointment in a specific appointment 
window on a subsequent day; validating the requested appointment against the 
number of scheduling constraints and against projected service resources for that 
window on the subsequent day or days; and advising the customer in Lesaint et al, 
as seen in Powell et al, thereby making the specified time window as narrow and 
accurate as possible, thus providing greater customer service (see Powell et al, T| 
0034). 

As per claim 7, Lesaint et al disclose booking patterns identifying allowable 
appointment windows during which appointments are permitted to be scheduled 
(i.e., scheduling of tasks within the technician tour that satisfy constraints from a 
given rule store 35, column 10, lines 26-29). 

As per claim 8, Lesaint et al disclose projected resources of field service 
representatives on the requested day and during the requested window (i.e., pre- 
scheduler 30 attempts to schedule tasks to the technicians, column 13, lines 44-45). 
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As per claim 1 1 , Lesaint et al does not disclose receiving telephone calls by 
customer service representatives of the company providing the service. Powell et al 
disclose receiving telephone calls by customer service representatives of the 
company providing the service (i.e., customers contact the service provider via a call 
center, H 0034), Both Lesaint et al and Powell et al are concerned with effective 
technician scheduling, therefore it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include receiving telephone calls 
by customer service representatives in Lesaint et al, as seen in Powell et al, thereby 
best understanding the customer's request for service (see Powell et al, ^ 0034). 

As per claims 12 and 23, Lesaint et al does not disclose advising the customer 
over the telephone as part of the same telephone call initially received by the 
customer service representative. Powell et al disclose advising the customer over 
the telephone as part of the same telephone call initially received by the customer 
sen/ice representative (i.e., the customer requests either a specific time or request 
that the service provider inform the customer of the time window, 1| 0034), Both 
Lesaint et al and Powell et al are concerned with effective technician scheduling, 
therefore it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to include receiving telephone calls by customer 
service representatives in Lesaint et al, as seen in Powell et al, thereby best 
understanding the customer's request for service (see Powell et al, ^ 0034), 

As per claim 13, Lesaint et al disclose a method for scheduling splittable work 
orders to provide customers with requested service (scheduling of a split task, 


Application/Control Number: 09/825.296 Page 10 

Art Unit: 3623 

column 14, lines 30-34), the method comprising: identifying a received request for 
service from a customer as being a splittable work order having a job duration 
required to complete the splittable work order and a split time that is less than the 
job duration (i.e., if task could overrun an overtime limit, then task is only scheduled 
if it can be split, column 14, lines 30-34), requesting an appointment in a specific 
appointment window on a first day in response to the received customer request, the 
appointment window being for the split time (i.e., first part of the task is scheduled to 
be completed at the scheduled end of day, column 14, lines 34-36); validating the 
requested appointment against a number of scheduling constraints and against 
projected service resources for that window on the first day (i.e.. limits are input into 
the pre-scheduler 30. including scheduled overtime, planned flextime, and other 
permitted variations, column 14, lines 24-28); scheduling the appointment in the 
specific appointment window on the first day when the validation indicates the 
appointment can be scheduled given the scheduling constraints and projected 
service resources (i.e., splittable task scheduled, with the proportion of the task that 
can be completed before the end of overtime, column 14, lines 30-34); scheduling 
the appointment in the specific appointment window on the subsequent day or days 
when the validation indicates the appointment can be scheduled given the 
scheduling constraints and projected service resources (i.e., pre-scheduler 30 
schedules the split work order, column 14, lines 49-50). 

Lesaint et al does not explicitly disclose dividing a service area into a number of 
work areas, assigning a field service representative to each work area where each 
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field service representative has an associated skill level, assigning at least one skill 
level to each work area; assigning a window hierarchy to each work area where 
each window hierarchy corresponds to a set of appointment windows and 
associated with at least one skill level assigned to the work area, receiving customer 
requests from customers desiring service, the requests being received by customer 
service representatives; requesting an appointment in a specific appointment 
window on a subsequent day or days during which the remainder of the work order 
may be scheduled; validating the requested appointment against the number of 
scheduling constraints and against projected service resources for that window on 
the subsequent day or days; and advising the customer of the scheduled 
appointment by the CSR and if either validation fails, providing the customer service 
representative with a set of alternate appointment windows over multiple days in 
which the work order may be scheduled; and advising the customer of the 
alternative appointment windows. 

Powell et al disclose dividing a service area into a number of work areas (i.e. 
geographical distribution of service orders by service order type, H 0042), assigning 
a field service representative to each work area where each field service 
representative has an associated skill level (i.e., threshold parameters including the 
geographical distribution of the service technicians and the technician's skill set, H 
0054), assigning at least one skill level to each work area (i.e., geographic 
distribution of service requests includes at least one service technician, wherein the 
service technician has an associated skill set, If 0054). In addition, Powell et al 
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disclose assigning a window hierarchy to each area where each window hierarchy 
corresponds to a set of appointment windows that are defined as a function of the 
associated skills (i.e., service provider considers bands 20 of time windows, based 
upon technician skill level, If 0041). Further, Powell et al disclose receiving customer 
requests from customers desiring service (i.e.. customer contacts the service 
provider, ^ 0034); requesting an appointment in a specific appointment window on a 
subsequent day or days during which the remainder of the work order may be 
scheduled (i.e., customer may request a specific time, ^ 0034); validating the 
requested appointment against the number of scheduling constraints and against 
projected service resources for that window on the subsequent day or days (i.e., 
scheduling constraints including required skills and geographic boundaries, If 0036); 
and advising the customer of the scheduled appointment (i.e., service provider 
allocates time windows, If 0035). Powell et al also discloses if either validation fails, 
providing the customer service representative with a set of alternate appointment 
windows over multiple days in which the work order may be scheduled (i.e., the 
service provider provides the customer a set of days and time windows in which the 
service provider can optimally fulfill the order, If 0045); and advising the customer of 
the alternative appointment windows (i.e., customer selects from time windows 
available, ^ 0045). Both Lesaint et al and Powell et al are concerned with effective 
technician scheduling, therefore it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include receiving customer 
requests; requesting an appointment in a specific appointment window on a 
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subsequent day; validating the requested appointment against the number of 
scheduling constraints and against projected service resources for that window on 
the subsequent day or days; and advising the customer in Lesaint et al, as seen in 
Powell et al, thereby making the specified time window as narrow and accurate as 
possible, thus providing greater customer service (see Powell et al, ^ 0034). 

As per claim 18, Lesaint et al does not disclose the customer service 
representative requests a list of all available appointment windows into which the 
splittable work order may be scheduled when either validation failed, and the 
representative schedules the order into one of the available windows. Powell et al 
disclose the customer service representative requests a list of all available 
appointment windows into which the splittable work order may be scheduled (i.e., 
the service provider provides the customer a set of days and time windows in which 
the service provider can optimally fulfill the order, U 0045) when either validation 
failed, and the representative schedules the order into one of the available windows 
(i.e., customer selects from time windows available, ^ 0045). Both Lesaint et al and 
Powell et al are concerned with effective technician scheduling, therefore it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to include the customer service representative requesting a list of all 
available appointment windows, and the representative schedules the order in 
Lesaint et al, as seen in Powell et al, thereby making the specified time window as 
narrow and accurate as possible, thus providing greater customer service (see 
Powell et al. U 0034). 
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As per claim 19, Lesaint et al disclose the booking constraints comprise booking 
patterns identifying allowable appointment windows during which appointments are 
permitted to be scheduled (i.e., scheduling of tasks within the technician tour that 
satisfy constraints from a given rule store 35, column 10, lines 26-29). 

As per claim 20, Lesaint et al disclose projected resources of field service 
representatives on the requested day and during the requested window (i.e., pre- 
scheduler 30 attempts to schedule tasks to the technicians, column 13, lines 44-45). 

Claims 24, 26-31 , 33-36. 41-43, 45 and 46 are rejected based upon the rejection 
of claims 1 , 3-8, 10-13, 18-20, 22 and 23, since they are the computer-readable 
medium claims, corresponding to the method claims. 

Claim 47 is rejected based upon the rejection of claim 1 , since it is the system 
claim corresponding to the method claim. 

As per claim 48, Lesaint et al disclose requests initiated from the client 
computers and information about the scheduled work order are formulated into 
message packets adapted to be communicated over a communications network 
(i.e., system provides communication link C between computer X and handheld 
terminals H, column 7, lines 48-50). 

As per claim 49. Lesaint et al disclose a system tables component containing 
booking constraints against which the requested orders are scheduled (i.e., rules 35, 
figure 3). 

As per claim 50. Lesaint et al disclose the scheduling component includes a 
remote access component that provides a manager remote access to the scheduling 
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component (i.e.. technician contacts computer X witti handheld terminal H via 
communication link C for scheduling instructions, column 7. lines 48-50). 

5. Claims 14-17 and 37-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lesaint et al (USPN 6.578,005), in view of Powell et al (US 
2001/0049619), as applied to claim 13. in further view of Babayev et al (USPN 
5,615.121). 

As per claim 14. neither Lesaint et al nor Powell et al disclose informing the 
customer service representative of the reason either validation failed. Babayev et al 
disclose informing the customer service representative of the reason either 
validation failed (i.e., the customer preferred time interval cannot be accommodated 
due to previous customer request, column 4, lines 45-50). Lesaint et al. Powell et al, 
and Babayev et al are concerned with effective technician scheduling, therefore it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include informing the CSR the reason the validation failed in 
Lesaint et al, as seen in Powell et al, thereby providing the customer with a 
explanation as to why the preferred time window is not available, thus improving 
customer service. 

As per claim 15, neither Lesaint et al nor Powell et al disclose providing the 
customer service representative with an indication that the reason for the failure was 
the result of insufficient projected service resources. Babayev et al disclose 
providing the customer service representative with an indication that the reason for 
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the failure was the result of insufficient projected service resources (i.e., the 
customer preferred time interval cannot be accommodated due to previous customer 
request, column 4, lines 45-50). Lesaint et al, Powell et al, and Babayev et al are 
concerned with effective technician scheduling, therefore it would have been obvious 
to one having ordinary sl<ill in the art at the time the invention was made to include 
informing the CSR the reason the validation failed in Lesaint et al, as seen in Powell 
et al, thereby providing the customer with a explanation as to why the preferred time 
window is not available, thus improving customer service. 

As per claim 16, neither Lesaint et al nor Powell et al disclose providing the 
representative with the degree to which the requested appointment windows are 
overbooked. Babayev et al disclose providing the representative with the degree to 
which the requested appointment windows are overbooked (i.e., the customer 
preferred time interval cannot be accommodated because it is booked, due to 
previous customer request, column 4, lines 45-50). Lesaint et al, Powell et al, and 
Babayev et al are concerned with effective technician scheduling, therefore it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to include the degree the requested appointment windows are 
overbooked in Lesaint et al, as seen in Powell et al, thereby providing the customer 
with a explanation as to why the preferred time window is not available, thus 
improving customer service. 

As per claim 17, neither Lesaint et al nor Babayev et al disclose the customer 
service representative schedules the requested appointment in the alternative 
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appointment windows or schedules the appointment in the originally requested 
windows using an override procedure. Powell et al disclose the customer service 
representative schedules the requested appointment in the alternative appointment 
windows (i.e., the service provider provides the customer a set of days and time 
windows in which the service provider can optimally fulfill the order, ^ 0045). Lesaint 
et al, Powell et al, and Babayev et al are concerned with effective technician 
scheduling, therefore it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to include the CSR scheduling the requested 
appointment in the alternative window in Lesaint et al, as seen in Powell et al, 
thereby making the specified time window as narrow and accurate as possible, thus 
providing greater customer service (see Powell et al, If 0034). 

Claims 37-40 are rejected based upon the rejection of claims 14-17, since they 
are the computer-readable medium claims, corresponding to the method claims. 

Response to Arguments 

6. In the Remarks, Applicant argues, with respect to claims 1 , 6, 13, 24. 29, 36 and 
47, that one of ordinary skill in the art would have not been motivated to combine the 
teachings of Lesaint et al and Powell. The Examiner respectfully disagrees and 
recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the 
teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some 
teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references 
themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. 
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See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071. 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 
958 F.2d 347. 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed, Cir. 1992). In this case. Powell et al 
discloses making the specified time window as narrow and accurate as possible, in 
order to provide greater customer service (see Powell et al, T| 0034). thus indeed 
providing motivation to combine the two references. 

Applicant also argues that the Examiner's characterization of considering bands 
20 of time windows based upon technician skill level is contrary to the plain 
language of the Powell reference, wherein the Applicant asserts that the band 
windows are chosen independent of the skills of the particular technician. The 
Examiner respectfully disagrees. Powell discloses that the approach is based on the 
assumption that the service technicians are assumed to all be capable of the same 
skills. As such, skill level is indeed considered, since it is assumed that all the 
technicians are of a certain skill level. Moreover, Applicant's claim language states 
that each window hierarchy corresponds to a set of appointment windows and 
associated with at least one skill level assigned to the work area. As such, at least 
skill level is indeed assigned to the bands, wherein air the technicians are of a 
certain skill level. 

Conclusion 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Andre Boyce whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
6726. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:30-6pm M-F. 


Application/Control Number: 09/825,296 


Page 19 


Art Unit: 3623 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq Hafiz can be reached on (571) 272-6729. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273- 
8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. 
Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like 
assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571- 
272-1000. 
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